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1, ' On 14 March I960 HACK called no to report briefly on the result:. 



ease 


.would bo far. better if 'no publicity 'at; • til 1 wore -to ye-p.lven to tills ca 
ce r tain ly 1 To r ’ t be .proso ht yi t lea? ■ t . iijiuii anil if he wins t!:o‘ r cu.^o will 
.be time enough for any ‘newspaper accounts >/' ami we' v/cluld far prefer that 
'no publicity**!'-* i;Lyon'to it even at'-triat tirao.- Therefore anyth, ini; he 
could’ do to prevent ‘a story be ini; written would be helpful. 

‘i l * 1 W " • \ ^ ' * ». 

2. On 18 March ,iV\US' 'called r.:e and asked lor a June neon *u5etinct. I 
■net with him at the Charcoal ’dearth .Restaurant tor luncheon. his n-un 



Cl Z3~nnd found ,that/tlic re, would 'be no objection', fron his part. There 
HForo at the open court - , hearing two ' fciroK Tstoninai^had been present: 

Mr. Ilellar GRABBE 'and 'Mr* Cimiiar ppAATCU^ noth of these individuals are 
favorably inclined towards ’RAUS*" CRAHPiI:‘wy s' taking notes during the 


ly 

course of the hearing an:i*&V.!S questioned hiz\ c . bout it and learned mat 
he intended to f write uo a story for the JVaba Cost lane" ( t, ! ; rc& Estonian") 
■ which is a Toronto publication. Apparently this was important t< 



tioually d is obeyed m desires ire this Matter. I told )»ia that it was 
unfortunate that anythin;* should’ have appeared but Mat it -as probably 
unavoidable, and I told him to for-nt >»beut it. 

3. bAdS then proceeded to brie f on the .beariap itsnlf. he oir- 
ph a si ted that he had found it some-dint: dif r iailt to fallow dl the intricacies 
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jh; <m-.l ho was at ;io :noanr> sure that HAs .umlerstandma of it was 
all tile [mints* Me. stated ^Jhnd ;jyno the principal 

! ‘that the argumentation was primarily bctwcoiu C -S and tiie 


oi - the hearing aiul 
accurate on 

pleading and unt cue: <ir£urnt;uL>*LAi;ji wiis junnuri])' uctwccmi 
judge, (lie was not sure of his name*) The attorneys foruTo prosecution 
had played only n minor role in tho proceedings. The most important points 
are covered below. 


4* The iudpe hod questioned the wording of Helms 1 affidavit which had 
apparently not been completely satisfying to bin, because it was "conclusive 
lie asked whether Helms coulc3 not bo subpoenaed to appear, but , CL -^ ob- 
jected strongly that Holms vms a Presidential appointee and uriSoubtcdt)* a 
very busy official ami could not l>o asked to come to Baltimore for such a 
henrljiy# Tho judge at this point stated that he would be v;l 11 inrt to coru 
to Washington to see Mr* IJc law if necessary. Apparently nothing further 
cane of this exchange, 

S. Tiis question of RAUS # ‘’employment 1 ' by CIA was also raised* The 
prosecutor f s notion had emphasized that P-AU5 was known to be an employee of 
the Bureau of Public Roads. ( £T C3 T argumentation was that it was j 'per- 
fectly possible for RAUS to he en^>loyed^ by one Goyerranent agency and working 
under cover for CIA* If he were in fact working for CIA in certain i 
matters in connection with his Estonian emigre involvement, his actions and 
statements would be not in behalf of the Bureau of Public Reads but of CIA* 
RAUS believed that there had beer* no conclusive decision cn this matter but 
that tho judge might require us to produce something more substantial in the 
way of affirmation of his employment by the Agency, Tn short tho term "eziploy 
nont" was not yet resolved. 


(’>. The judge was nuzzled as to why the -Faction for "absolute privilege 


»» 


had been made only now rather thnn_at the very outset of tiie case, .In this 
connection the judge asked whether C- J Wild go on tho stand to testify 

1 7 1 1 ^ 4.A. 


on tiie ci rains tancos of this motion, but,_C- called £L -^7 'to tiie 

stand instead and the latter testified under oatlt^ He sfated thaT when they 
had first taken the case ho had talked it over with Agency lawyers and had 
been told that : LAUS' connection with the Agency and his activities were such 
that they could not be revealed to the public for legitimate security reasons. 
They had based their entire defense on that assumption. However, at the time, 
when HEINE’S attorneys served their very' long interrogatories on AA'JG he had 
again visited the Agency to go over tho questions asked in the interrogatories. 
Tnc Agency lawyers had decided that in view of the very searching nature* of 
the interrogatories and of their inability cr unwillingness for security rea- 
sons to respond to then;, it would be necessary to resort to the claim of 
absolute privilege. 

7. RAUS stated that the judge had made a nig issue of the fact tivnt the 
claim of absolute privilege had been presented by nAb'S' attorney', instead of 
by the Government, lie felt that the Cover, incut should have made this clous, 




* V 


or at least been represente d in _ court through the ) 'department of Justice or' 
tho Attorney. General. D- J 3 e.rgued with the judge on this jxiint hut 
U.MJS seemed to fool that the judge whs not fully convinced, 

8, As 8AUS understands it, the judge will now writo nn opinion of the 
case and he ia not sure whether this will involve a decision on. the motion 
for summary judgment or not. At tho conclusion of the hearing 
told RADS that while we wore not yet "out of the woods", the judge was ^ 
questioning all the elements which the prosecution might use in an appeal, 
so that if he finally decides in RAUS' favor tho opposition's grounds for 
appeal will probably have been reduced or eliminated. 
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